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Introduction The history of library and Information science has been the subject of relatively little research. Its earliest stages, in particular, have received little attention. Generally its starting point has been taken to be Martin Schrettinger's well-known work Bibliothek-Wissenschaft (1808-29) (1) . This has usually been done by virtue of the name alone. The scientific nature of the work is, however, to say the least, debatable. It is a systematic treatise of the principles of librarianship. But in its time it had an epochmaking role in the German library world. In spite of the name of the work, it was the first really serious attempt to present these principles in an axiomatic way. Although Schrettinger's work has been named äs the genesis of German library science, there have been writers who propose to seek its roots from the old history of learning, Historia Literaria (2; 3). It was populär in Germany in the eighteenth Century (4, p. 658). It was considered äs a library discipline per definitionem to be mastered by every man responsible for a library (5, p. 171; 6, p. 64-65). It has also been shown by some writers that librarianship has been treated in the works of Historia Literaria, and that there are connections between Historia Literaria and librarianship (2; 7; 8; 9) . Theirspecific relationship has, however, remained open. Open is also the question of the position of librarianship in Historia Literaria. Neither is it clear what kind of a role did library discourse within and outside Historia Literaria have in the development of German library science. The development of librarianship äs an independent profession and discipline corresponds to the scientific change in the eighteenth Century when the polyhistorical scholar was required to give way to the specialist. Librarianship in theory and practice (writing and care) was at that time the duty of polyhistorical scholars. Its aim was to support their efforts towards broad scholarship and help them in taking care of libraries. Librarianship had its own role in Historia Literaria. It was a way of disseminating knowledge about books in order to help the scholars to keep up to date with the publications. The polyhistorical approach was at that time typical of all writings on libraries. The knowledge of books was seen äs the basis for taking care of libraries. When the specialization of sciences broke the foundations of Historia Literaria, it opened the way for librarianship to develop into an independent profession and discipline. Library ideology based on book knowledge was changed to ideology emphasizing library techniques. The aim of the article is to elaborate our view of this change. When examining the history of library science, one has to bear in mind that the conception of science in the 18th Century was not similar to our understanding of it today. One has to apply the criteria typical of the time under consideration. In this case we do not mean by science the systematic body of knowledge formed by the scientific method, consisting mainly of theories. This is a rough characterization of our way of understanding science today. In this study we use "science" to refer to the totality of knowledge, which consists of systematizations and principles about the phenomenon under consideration based on practical experience or a classifying method (cf. 10, p. 83; 11, p. 61). When applied to library science, it refers to efforts to form principles of librarianship and present them in a systematic way. Usually this undertaking was not based on the scientific method but on abstractions and generalizations based on practical experience. The aim was to create a theory of librarianship. Library science was understood äs a systematic body of knowledge about librarianship. Those who wrote about taking care of libraries before Schrettinger, did not call their presentations library science. They wrote about librarianship or Re Bibliothecaria, library matters. The texts were more or less systematic attempts to handle different aspects relevant to libraries in the spirit of Historia Literaria. In this presentation that conception is usually referred to by terms "library matters" or "librarianship." "Library science" is used to refer to the new conception of librarianship paradigmatically represented in Schrettinger's work "Bibliothek-Wissenschaft" This article is based on the author's wider research project on the subject (12) . What is presented here is a limited summary of the principle findings. The aim of the present study is to assess the role of both internal and external Historia Literaria discourse of librarianship in the genesis of German library science. An attempt is made to establish to which source library science may best be attributed. First, the position of writing on librarianship, Re Bibliothecaria within Historia Literaria is assessed. Further, writing on library matters outside Historia Literaria is described. The sources used are the principle works of Historia Literaria. The separate discourse on librarianship is constructed by detailing its major works which appeared contemporaneously. By comparing these traditions a conclusion can be made about their relation to German library science. The examination is confined to Germany in the 1700's and the beginning of the 1800's. The choice of country is naturally dictated by the interest in the roots of German Bibliothekswissenschaft. Furthermore, Germany is the country in which the development of Historia Literaria was strongest. This was emphasized continually in many works on the subject (13, pp. 657-658; 14, pp. 333-335). The 1700's were the Golden Age of Historia Literaria. It was a fashionable science which also established itself in the universities (4, p. 658). The first half of the 1800's, however, was fatal for Historia Literaria leading to its atrophy. This was the time at which library science was making its first tentative attempts to create living space for itself äs an independent science.
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Historia Literaria
Francis Bacon is generally held to be the founder of Historia Literaria (15, p. 106 He therefore endeavours to find means of removing obstacles to the development of knowledge. The main obstacle was the lack of a survey of which areas had already been explored. A survey of learning would help to direct scholarship towards those unexplored areas with a view to making use of them for the benefit of humankind. Indeed, Bacon calls for effort to be directed towards the writing of an account of human knowledge. His aim was to use this to gain overall ascendancy over the field of learning (17, p. 97).
Bacon named this history of learning Historia Literaria.
The new science was to research and compile from records of the past, where and when there had been a flowering of art and science. It was to describe their birth, development, decline and rebirth. The description was to include in the case of every science the reason for its invention, its origin, the handing down of tradition and the course which studies had taken. There was to be an account of the most important writers, works, universities and learned societies. Thus there was to be a description of everything which bordered on the province of learning (16, p. 82 A reason for the popularity achieved by Historia Literaria was that it was in line with the needs of the learned. The scholarly ideal was polyhistory, i.e. the scholar was expected to be aware of the existence of knowledge in its entirety, but was not expected to know everything. The general requirement was that he should have mastery over subjects relating to his own field (Fach) and over other necessary knowledge (12, pp. 4; 13, pp. 10-11) . Studies at the Iower, artistic faculty were among the knowledge deemed necessary. A scholar possessing a wide knowledge of these required subjects was regarded äs a polyhistorian (9, pp. 71-72). The increase in the amount of knowledge and publications was a continual treat and challenge to the ideal of broad learning. Historia Literaria was a means by which scholars could maintain their control of the flood of knowledge.
Knowledge of books in Historia Literaria
In addition to the history of scholarship and scholars, the third part of Historia Literaria was knowledge of books, Notitia Librorumor Buecherkenntnis (19, p. 59 [35] [36] [37] [38] [39] [40] [41] . The former includes external qualities of the book, the name of the writer, the country of origin, profession and length of life, anonymous scholars and those using a pseudonym, the subject of the work and the assessment of scholars of the way in which it has been compiled and the way in which it is written. Critical knowledge of books makes it possible to establish whether the writer has chosen a worthy subject and whether he has treated it exhaustively, whether he has used the correct mode of writing and whether he has presented anything new or whether he has made mistakes. Batts (19, pp. 12-13) proposes two main dimensions in the concept of bibliography. One has to do with the enumeration of works with the same characteristics, while the other examines particular characteristics of the books äs physical objects. He refers to the former äs enumerative bibliography. Here the works mentioned are required to have at least one common characteristic, the listings are perfect and in logical order. It is therefore a catalogue of books. The latter he differentiates äs an analytic bibliography meaning examination of individual volumes äs physical objects in order to define precisely the requirements of their production and history. Historical knowledge of books deals principally with knowledge of books äs physical objects. It is interested in its external qualities. It therefore takes its place in Batt's conception in the realm of analytical bibliography. Although historical knowledge of books would appear to embody certain elements of bibliographical description such äs author and title, these do not here fall into the category of enumerative bibliography. They are rather connected to Information on books äs physical objects. It is the aim of historical knowledge of books to describe them äs physical objects. Critical knowledge of books means a weighing up of their scientific or at least their content value. Knowledge of books may therefore be divided into knowledge of books äs objects and knowledge of the value of their contents. [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] . It was seen äs desirable that extensive learning should be accompanied by extensive knowledge of book titles. A scholar was required to be familiär with the titles at least of the canonic literature. Catalogues were no substitute for memorized Information, although they might be referred to in cases of lapse of memory. Notitia Librorum lightened the scholar's load by supplying instructions for reading in order to achieve a wide knowledge of the literature. Not all books were to be read cover to cover. Knowledge and assessment were also possible by reading only the preface, list of contents, the summary and the index (32, pp. 449-450; 33, pp. 7-9; 35, pp. 6-7). It was historical knowledge of books. In addition to skimming through, critical knowledge afforded by the former was seen to be an acceptable basis for knowledge. (24) . This course of events was also affected by the burgeoning of works on the history of learning along with the marked increase in knowledge and book production in the middle of the 1700's (6). It became necessary to omit parts of more peripheral branches of learning such äs librarianship. The other side of the coin is seen in the strength gained by librarianship independent of Historia Literaria äs a branch of learning in its own right. The same general lines of development which caused the atrophy of Historia Literaria and its treatment of libraries also caused writing on library scholarship äs a discipline in its own right to flourish. The marked increase and differentiation of knowledge at the end of the 1700's caused the polyhistorical ideal to decline and the prospects of Historia Literaria to fade (43, p. 134). Everincreasing specialization in the sciences made it necessary to restrict the knowledge of practitioners to those specialized areas (6, pp. 54-55 Questions of cataloguing, organizing collections, classification and arrangement on shelves are passed over without mention. They were works for scholars in keeping with contemporary historical writing on the history of libraries (47, pp. 9-10) , and also offered the opportunity to learn about the collections and perhaps catalogues. They were primarily means of obtaining knowledge to facilitate scholarly work. Gabriel Naude's "Aviä* (38) is considered the first actual guide to librarianship (48, p. 8). However, it, too, like its contemporaries, dwells on the choice and acquisition of literature (38, pp. 14-58). The decoration of the library and contemplation of its purpose also receive attention (38, pp. 59-62, 70-80). The actual discussion on the organization of libraries is restricted to only a few pages (38, pp. 63-69). The organization of the collection, cataloguing, classification, arrangement on shelves and preparation of the catalogues are rapidly disposed of with the Statement that there is need in the library for an alphabetical and systematic catalogue. More space is devoted to the matter of arranging the shelves (38, pp. 64-68). Naude, concentrating äs he does on the value of the books, their selection and acquisition, produced a work on librarianship leaning more heavily on the knowledge of books of Historia Literaria than a work in the discourse of organizing collections. It was a pioneering work in its time, but not äs radical äs might be supposed. Naude, who before embarking on his book had acquired library experience, was familiär with the problems of cataloguing and organization of books (49), but he did not deal with these very significantly in the work. This may be because this was seen äs an unimportant technical detail best learned through experience. It is also apparent that the preferred Solutions were those which incurred the least expense. Naude himself did not like unclassified collections which necessitated a catalogue of both authors and subjects (49) . Like many other scholars, he wanted the collection to be under control through a systematic ordering on the shelves, an extensive knowledge of books and a good local memory. The relatively undeveloped state of cataloguing codes may well have counted for something here. Inconsistency in the System caused occasional difficulties in finding the desired book in the catalogue (50, pp. 249, 269). The underlying image, however, was that of a scholar who by virtue of his memory had a command of the literature and did not need the help of complicated Systems in order to locate books in a collection (34, pp. 264-267). This idea was most certainly a welcome one in view of the modest resources of the libraries, which served to maintain them in indifferent condition with incomplete catalogues, unordered collections and restricted opening hours (31, pp. 131-132). All in all Naude's work may be ranked among those of the general polyhistorical tradition, which emphasized knowledge of books and extensive learning äs the basis for skills in librarianship. Discourse on librarianship based on the knowledge of books äs expounded in the history of learning continued until the end of the 1700's (2, pp. 72-73, 76-77). The first writer to address librarianship äs an independent profession was Schelhorn in his work Anleitung für Bibliothekare und Archivare (1788) (51) . He emphasizes the independence of the profession and its social institutionalization. Despite this he also places great emphasis on the importance to the librarian of knowledge of books and wide erudition (51, pp. 13, 313-314). According to Schelhorn, the librarian should be versed in Historia Literaria down to the very details. The selection of books, classification and the making of catalogues rest on a comprehensive knowledge of books. The actual skills of librarianship, preparation of catalogues and organization of the collection receive only summary attention in his works. Schelhorn's book is a work in the tradition of Historia Literaria. The cry for social institutionalization did not have the effect of leading the basis of the field towards a new cognitive articulation.
6
The conceptual differentiation of library science from Historia Literaria
The actual new conceptual line of approach in the discourse on librarianship came with Albrecht Kayser's small work Über die Manipulation bey der Einrichtung einer Bibliothek (1790) (52) . Kayser renounces the concept of librarianship based on the knowledge of books äs in the history of learning. He maintains that mere knowledge of books is not sufficient for librarianship (52, pp. 1-2). It is of no.help in the organization of the collections and catalogues to facilitate access. He elevates the organization of the libraries to a central issue, the principle of "the swift and sure finding of books" (52, p. 5). It was Kayser's intention to develop the doctrine of librarianship from a heritage handed down through practical work to a written doctrine (52, pp. 3-4) . The most reliable way of making books easy and quick to find, according to Kayser, are an alphabetical and a subject catalogue. He discusses in detail the principles on which catalogues should be made. His work has had an impact on the history of cataloguing in Germany (50, 269) . He also gives much attention to cataloguing, classification, the order of shelving and the shelf lists (52, pp. 5-6). Kayser's work is thus one of librarianship in a new sense. He passes over knowledge of books completely and concentrates solely on the organization of the library, because he maintains that there is no lack of works on the former. Kayser's work cast the first doubts on librarianship shaped by Historia Literaria. On losing faith in the possibility of mastering the knowledge contained in books, Historia Literaria reduced that knowledge to mere titles. Knowledge of books became the substitute for knowledge of the contents of books. Knowledge of the substitute, it was hoped, would make it possible to salvage comprehensive learning (53, pp. 290-291) . This was also the basis for caring for library without developing any finer techniques for structuring and describing the knowledge contained in books. The belief persisted that the power of the human memory was more efficient than a System for shaping the totality of knowledge. Kayser was the first to evince doubts about the adequacy of the polyhistorical knowledge of book titles to enjoy mastery over the totality of knowledge in the form of books or a collection. In the place of human knowledge he proposed äs an alternative the development of the library System in such a way that it would make it possible to have a grasp of the knowledge in its entirety. The best way was to make catalogues and to improve the indexing of literature. What came out of it was the period of developing librarianship and library science. Kayser's work signified above all a new cognitive shaping of librarianship. Friedrich Ebert praises it äs a classical text in librarianship which should be read by every librarian (44, p. 7) . According to Zoller (48, p. 12) the work gave new life to librarianship. The abandonment of polyhistorical knowledge of books alone and the principle of swift and sure access to books was followed by a new conceptual structuring of the knowledge base of librarianship. The advancement and codification of knowledge concerning organization, classification, cataloguing and ordering of shelves came to the fore (54) . This required that librarianship be guaranteed continuity and consistency. This, in turn, was impossible without written rules. Kayser's work was a gust of novel rationality which blew the dust of erudition off librarianship.
Kayser's successors: Schrettinger and Ebert
The line Kayser had taken was continued directly by Martin Schrettinger and Friedrich Ebert. Although they differed on many questions, they shared many of Kayser's main principles for the development of a basic canon of library science. They therefore codified to a considerable extent the thinking on library theory at the beginning of the 1800's in Germany (45, pp. 16-17) . They both share the idea evinced by Kayser that librarianship is a field which requires specific studies of its own. They both take for granted that extensive learning is a prerequisite for the librarian (1, p. V; 55, pp. 11-12 Library-specific studies were needed. The underlying principle of the discipline became the appreciation of the library's function to ensure rapid and reliable access to books. The transition occured from a concept of mastery of the collection through knowledge of the literature to mastery of the literature through Systems. Knowledge of organizing libraries came to be the central knowledge in the art of librarianship. That is to say, knowledge to how to organize collections, for swift access through catalogues, registers of locations, and ordering of shelves. In the initial stages there was less discussion of questions regarding selection and administration, and Ebert comments on this. It was Ebert who established the differentiation between organization and administration in library science. The former was termed also library technics and the latter library economy. This differentiation continued äs the conceptual basis for German library science until beginning of the 20th Century (45, pp. 11-12) . Library discourse did not totally abandon the concept of wide learning afforded by the history of learning, but rather took it on board äs a prerequisite. It was an essential, but not sufficient condition for librarianship. Study of the librarian's own field, library science was the necessary condition. The difference in the way history of learning and library science conceived of knowledge of books and matters pertaining to libraries hinged on their respective conceptions of the function of librarianship. To the former it was a means to a scholastic end, to the latter it was recognizable äs a discipline in its own right.
It is apparent that library science did not differentiate from Historia Literaria to become an independent discipline. Both addressed the same subjects, only with a different emphasis. They constituted two parallel traditions in the discussion of libraries. The direction of assimilation was from independent discourse of librarianship to Historia Literaria. Historia Literaria characteristically enumerated the central works on librarianship and presented them. The Information it yielded on libraries was distinctly cursory. The tendency was towards a brief description rather than towards Innovation. The real development in library theory took place in the circles of library scholarship. At the same time äs the writing within Historia Literaria on librarianship decreased, the conception of the science of librarianship äs a discipline in its own right gained strength. To this belonged the idea of librarianship primarily äs organization of the library for ease of access to the literature through further development of library Systems. The decline of Re Bibliothecaria was largely due to the demise of Historia Literaria, choked by its own unfeasibility amid the increase in the amount of literature resulting from growth and differentiation of sciences. Although the presentation of librarianship in connection with Historia Literaria did achieve scientific Status, it was still largely a matter of a tool for the use of scholars. The representation was obviously not science in its modern sense. Its contemporary scientific Status is difficult to assess. It does, however, seem justifiable to conclude that Re Bibliothecaria was seen äs belonging on the level of subjects studied in the philosophical faculty. These were auxiliary sciences on transferring to the three higher faculties. The specialization of sciences and the shift in the research approach from the compiling to the analytic dealt the death blow to the conception of works on library science äs scientific works. Although Schrettinger's Bibliothek-Wissenschaft could be accepted because of its mode of presentation cloaked in scientific method, äs a work of science in its time, his successors Ebert (55) (56) , Zoller (48) , or Klette (59) cannot be deemed to fulfil the criteria of a science rapidly developing at that time. Like Schrettinger's and Kayser's, these were works of librarianship, general directives on principles of systematizing library work. They were Professional literature, not science. The development of library science äs a science in the strictest sense was under way in Graesel's description in Bibliothekskunde (1902) (45) , where the writer understood the research on the history, statistics and types of libraries.
